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Abstract
The aim of this paper is to report an analysis of one aspect of a wider research 
study. It is focused on demonstrating faults of internal communication in the form of 
internal marketing. This paper employs a case study approach wherein qualitative data 
collection was conducted. It used interviews to identify key issues from the perspective 
of those employed in the case study organization. With special reference to Thailand, the 
case of the privatization of the Provincial Electricity Authority was examined. It is antici-
pated that the paper will present internal communication in a positive light, thus encour-
aging more widespread application to assure successful outcomes in similar projects. 
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INTRODUCTION
Change is essential for organizations to
develop and survive. Because of this most
people manage it since they want to move
organizations forward effectively and effi-
ciently. In order to solve deficiencies in
state-owned enterprises (SOEs), some
governments consider privatization to de-
velop capacities and solve investment prob-
lems (Basu, 1994; Cunha and Cooper,
2002; Kulshreshtha, 2008). It is difficult
trying to make a transition successful with
the purpose of providing better services to
the population. It requires appropriate
plans, methods, and tools which are well-
suited to handle each state-owned enter-
prise (SOE). The concept of internal mar-
keting should be adopted in order to make
and drive a successful privatization.
In dealing with this topic, it is essential
to bear in mind that privatization transi-
tions these SOEs into the competitive mar-
ket (Clutterbuck et al., 1991; Parker, 1995;
Kahn and Minnich, 2005). It develops
SOEs through improving performance,
productivity, service, and profit (Parker,
1999; Conklin and Hunter, 2001; McAdam
et al., 2003). However, if the privatization
process is not done correctly, then the re-
sults can be contrary.
During privatization, some change
agents of privatization and governments
forget to look back at the key features of
SOEs (Nwankwo, 1996; Potts, 1999). In-
stead, they just focus on benefits, finance,
regulation, and the desired format in a
manner similar to other privatized SOEs
(Potts, 1999; Jelic et al., 2003; Stephen and
Backhaus, 2003). This reveals flaws in the
privatization process and the crucial fac-
tors that impact on employees and others
who will be directly affected in a period of
drastic change. For this reason, a large
number of privatized SOEs have had prob-
lems with staff and the general public ever
since the idea of privatization evolved in
Britain during the Thatcher government of
the early 1980s (Clutterbuck et al., 1991;
Nwankwo, 1996; Potts, 1999). Failures of
privatization will necessarily be revealed
in due course, since it will be reflected
throughout the systems and in each of the
SOE’s functions. Some possible outcomes
include invisible organization collapse,
poverty increase, corruption increase, and
unfairness to the population of countries,
particularly with respect to the distribution
of social utilities - in particular, the poor
and socially excluded (Lodhia and Burritt,
2004).
Internal marketing implies the combi-
nation of dealing with employees as inter-
nal clients and focusing on marketing tech-
niques to reach an appropriate solution
(Wilson, 1995; Papasolomou, 2006).
Ahmed and Rafiq (1995) defined internal
marketing as a focus on employees which
is equivalent to a customer-focused orga-
nization. It includes work that employees
must be made equal to the product in or-
der to satisfy the needs and wants of cus-
tomers (Ahmed and Rariq, 1995).  This
must happen internally. Additionally, inter-
nal marketing helps privatization change
agents gain true awareness of and thereby
pay closer attention to the resources and
activities associated with organizational
transformational (Piercy, 1995;
Papasolomou, 2006). It is also a stimulus
for employees to adopt ‘E’ behaviors -
traits that energize, enable, and empower
Ousanee Sawagvudcharee
14
the individual (Piercy, 1995; Papasolomou,
2006).
In the brief introduction, one of the key
components of internal marketing is inter-
nal communication. The paper is designed
to demonstrate the importance of internal
communication during the privatization
process. It is also designed to seek to un-
derstand how it should be used to facili-
tate the efficiency of the change process.
Accordingly, the paper is focused on the
perspective of employees who are sub-
jected to privatization and who often have
little understanding why change is taking
place. The next section will address the
objective and question of the paper.
OBJECTIVE AND QUESTION
The objective of the paper is to ana-
lyze the lack of internal communication
within the concept of internal marketing.
The researcher realized that the develop-
ment of communication within a state-
owned enterprise during the privatization
process can be an effective tool to help
people involved. It can make the process
more effective. This raises the central ques-
tion of this paper - ‘In what kinds of key
issues of internal communication should be
developed to facilitate the privatization
process more efficiently?’ This is due to
the fact that in order to effectively deal with
a turbulent period of transformation, such
as privatization, a government and a
privatization change agent have to let em-
ployees have a clear understanding of the
privatization’s objectives. In order to reach
their objectives, they should use commu-
nication within state-owned enterprises as
a tool to efficiently facilitate a process of
privatization. This can help to develop an
understanding of the process and also gen-
erates goodwill among all the stakehold-
ers, particularly the employees. The next
section will establish a background for the
research with a review of the relevant lit-
erature.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Privatization is a popular solution.
Many governments have applied it by
implementing the privatization of SOEs
(Clutterbuck et al., 1991). It aims to pro-
vide services more professionally to sat-
isfy the population rather than state-owned
bureaucracies. An additional aim is to re-
duce the size and the cost of subsidies from
the governments (Clutterbuck et al., 1991;
Parker, 1999; Burnes et al., 2004). It is
more complicated than most people real-
ize or expect.  In order to implement
privatization, some SOEs undergo a trans-
formational change. This allows the orga-
nizations to deal with the three factors of
processes individually: - (1) individual, (2)
group, and (3) organization processes
(Coghlan, 1994; Nwankwo, 1996;
Chapman, 2002). These reactions can oc-
cur in any viable system within a complex
organization, such as an SOE. This can lead
many privatized organizations to confront
mistakes and will sooner or later return to
affect the whole system of the SOE.
Apart from these factors, the concept
of internal marketing should provide the
opportunity to seek an appropriate ap-
proach to handle privatization efficiency.
It encourages the people involved to pay
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more attention to the employee, a signifi-
cant resource of SOEs. It helps to moti-
vate employees to ‘love’ their organization
by paying more attention to the employees
than they had been previously shown. Fur-
thermore, internal marketing should be able
to help some change agents of privatized
organizations and governments deal with
the effects of privatization on the stake-
holders. It is for these reasons that this
paper highlights internal communication as
one of the key components of internal mar-
keting. Therefore, this part concerns
privatization and internal communication.
Reforming state-owned bureaucracies
as privatization
The aim of privatization is to focus on
the efficient development of quality prod-
ucts and services. Fundamentally, it is about
a transfer of assets, facilities, services, and
ownership from being state owned to pri-
vately owned (Clutterbuck et al., 1991).
In other words, privatization can be about
a transformation of services, products, and
facilities or improving patterns of work/
performance from the public sector state-
owned enterprise as an effective private
entrepreneur (Taylor and Warrack, 1998;
Prizzia, 2001). This includes developing
public sector state-owned enterprises to
become more responsibility effective for
the population. However, Clutterbuck et
al., (1991) stated that “Many newly
privatised companies made the mistake of
attempting to deal with their problems with
a sequential approach”.
The concept of privatization was first
implemented in the 1980s during the
Thatcher era, as the government wanted
to improve some SOEs in order to increase
their effectiveness (Clutterbuck et al.,
1991). Since then, the concept of
privatization has expanded globally
(Prizzia, 2001). It is widely recognized as
an effective strategy to improve perfor-
mance and increase productivity. It has
been established that privatization can help
governments reduce the subsidies they pro-
vided initially as well (Clutterbuck et al.,
1991; Burnes et al., 2004). Generally, they
cut costs first and then move into invest-
ing, thinning out management, and improv-
ing customer service. In countries such as
Canada, New Zealand, China, India, the
United States of America, and many coun-
tries in Europe, privatization was intro-
duced after the 1980s (Yonnedi, 2010).
However, in each country, privatization has
been introduced and implemented differ-
ently. It depends on how well each gov-
ernment and privatization change agent
understands, applies, and manages the
transformation process. This is because
different SOEs in different countries must
do different things. This depends on the
environment of the SOEs. There is no ideal
method to implement privatization.
In order to deal with an organizational
transformation change, such as
privatization, three core issues must be
emphasized (Chapman, 2002). According
to Chapman (2002), these issues are: (1)
understanding of environment of organi-
zations, (2) adopting appropriate strategies
that match each hierarchical level of orga-
nizations, and (3) allowing stakeholders to
participate in a smooth manner. There
needs also to be an organizational shift in
order to enter a period of transformational
change. This change involves a general
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change in three factors; (1) attitudes, (2)
beliefs, and (3) cultural values of individual
people in a SOE (Coghlan, 1994). These
three factors are essential in order to re-
form an organization as they will be most
affected by the change.
Moreover, Yolles (2001) indicated a
concept of culture that intertwines values,
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. This no-
tion of culture is defined as sharing per-
spectives, values, beliefs, norms, and the
expectations of the members of an organi-
zation (Lewis, 1994; Lund, 2003). This
should explain why culture can lead to
unique organizational characteristics and
different behavior. This can also explain
why prominent organizations can represent
aspects of their culture of origin.
Reducing the gap by communicating in-
ternally effectively
Dunmore (2002) indicated that an aim
of internal communication is to apply pres-
sure on the internal culture and behavior
of employees. It supports an organization’s
objectives and strategies (Greenberg and
Baron, 1993; Dunmore, 2002; Spitzer and
Swidler, 2003). Internal communication
helps people to develop better relationships
with stakeholders, especially during a trans-
formational change of privatization. It en-
courages and distributes information,
knowledge sharing, and commitment to all
stakeholders. It helps to reduce resistance
as effective communication can develop
openness among stakeholders and change
agents, particularly during a period of tur-
bulent change like privatization. Having
good and suitable internal communication
helps to identify strengths and weaknesses
in the decision-making process (Drake et
al., 2005). It also helps to understand em-
ployee needs and satisfy their wants. This
will include understanding employee atti-
tudes, beliefs, cultural values, and knowl-
edge.
THE PROVINCIAL ELECTRICITY
AUTHORITY (PEA)
In Thailand, privatization has been
implemented in several SOEs in order to
integrate them into a market economy
(Smith, 2003). A factor leading to the de-
cision by the Thai government was the eco-
nomic downturn at the end of the 20th cen-
tury (Dempsey, 2000; Smith, 2003). This
situation led the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), the World Bank, the Asian De-
velopment Bank, and other lending insti-
tutions to tie financial support to promises
to privatize SOEs (Dempsey, 2000). After
the decision was made, the Thai govern-
ment decided to implement the plan by des-
ignating which SOEs should be privatised
(Smith, 2003). However, the SOEs in-
cluded in this group have been changed
from time to time due to the shift of power
between political parties (Dempsey, 2000;
Smith, 2003). After that, privatization had
been implemented in some transportation,
finance, communications, oil, and tourism
SOEs (Smith, 2003). These SOEs are Thai
International Airways, Bangchak Petro-
leum, the Tourism Authority of Thailand,
the Electricity Generating Company
(EGCO), the Petroleum Authority of Thai-
land, and Airport Authority of Thailand
(Smith, 2003). Significantly, the Thai gov-
ernment has failed to address the concerns
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of Thai people, particularly SOE employ-
ees and the general public’s fears and inse-
curities (Smith, 2003). Fears and insecu-
rity are significant factors to organizations
due to the deleterious consequences on
profits, benefits, productivity, and perfor-
mance of organizations (Appelbaum et al.,
1998; Burnes, 2005; Alatrista and
Arrowsmith, 2004).
One such case in Thailand is that of the
Provincial Electricity Authority (PEA). The
PEA is one of a number of profitable SOEs
in Thailand. In the early stages of the or-
ganization, the old PEA exclusively sup-
plied electricity and utilities to the house-
holds of the royal family (PEA, 2005). Af-
ter that, a company from Denmark won
the contract to continue producing and
supplying electricity to the rest of Thailand
(PEA, 2005). After the contract ended, the
new PEA was established and governed by
the Ministry of the Interior under the 1960
Act by Royal Decree, which was enacted
on September 20, 1960 (PEA, 2003). In
2009, the PEA was responsible for seventy-
three provinces in four regions of Thailand:
the northern, northeastern, central, and
southern regions (PEA, 2009). It excludes
Bangkok, Nonthaburi, and Samut Prakarn
(PEA, 2009).
In 2001, the PEA has had to adminis-
ter processes of change to achieve the goals
of privatization (PEA, 2003). This is seen
as a move whereby the organization would
be better able to serve the Thai population.
The PEA aims to keep on improving its
productivity while maintaining its safety
practices at the maximum levels of reliabil-
ity, feasibility, and satisfaction (PEA, 2003).
This is one of the facets of the many areas
of change that has resulted from the intro-
duction of the privatization process at the
PEA.  Under the plan, the PEA has to re-
organize the organization to make it be-
come a private enterprise (PEA, 2005). As
a nationwide entrepreneur, the organiza-
tion employs a large staff with a large di-
versity in levels or authorities (PEA, 2005).
Moving from the traditional SOE to a
private enterprise firm is easier said than
done. It seems to be referring to a practi-
cal reformation process in an organization.
Pitfalls may occur but it is difficult to de-
termine clearly what these pitfalls would
involve (Appelbaum et al., 1998). This can
affect employees in particular and other
stakeholders in general (Nwankwo, 1996).
This is one of the facets of the many areas
of change that has resulted from the intro-
duction of the privatization process at the
PEA. Furthermore, in striving to improve
relations with customers, management can
concomitantly help the organization to
improve its attitude regarding customer
service. This includes developing a good
relationship with customers and imple-
menting a new methodology to gain insight
into customer needs and wants. In order
to achieve this, the organization has to edu-
cate the internal customers - employees -
to understand how to act and perform in a
for-profit organization. This is seen as serv-
ing to reduce problems and other critical
issues regarding providing products and
services for customers. It can also help in-
ternal customers be aware of what is go-
ing on and enable them to develop a better
appreciation for delivering products and
services to customers (Piercy, 1995;
Papasolomou, 2006). Instead of leaving the
solution of problems until they reach a criti-
cal level, it would be possible to address
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them on an immediate basis. This creates a
greater chance for the organization to sat-
isfy customer needs and wants, and to de-
liver the best possible service to them.
The privatization process of the PEA
here periodically speeded up or slowed
down, depending on various factors. These
factors include the role of government, the
influence of political groups and power,
public concern, and the economic situation.
These factors engendered a problematic
state of affairs. Until now, the privatization
has been put on hold due to a decision by
the Supreme Administrative Court (SAC)
resulting in opposition to the ideal of priva-
tizing the Electricity Generating Authority
of Thailand (EGAT) (Chareonwongsak,
2007). The significance of the PEA is that
it services regional offices located around
Thailand. This illustration shows that the
organization has differentiations in the or-
ganizational environment that develop from
community life-style, backgrounds, and the
lifestyles of the employees.
Furthermore, the PEA changed the or-
ganizational structure from time to time
since the privatization program was imple-
mented (PEA, 2005). The structure of the
organization is still complex and there is
more diversity between levels or authori-
ties. There is still a strong line of central
command. The organization structural
change shows that the organization has
continued to maintain a bureaucratic struc-
ture. Additionally, the Marketing Depart-
ment was eliminated, even though it would
have been useful in transition to a private
enterprise firm. Since the privatization be-
gan, there has been heavy resistance and
numerous adversities stemming from that
resistance. Consequently, failures cannot be
seen or noticed in the short-term, but they
will be in the long-term, at least internally.
These failures will also be reflected
throughout the system and within each
function of the organization.
METHODOLOGY
As established above this research in-
volved a case study approach conducted
at the PEA. It was chosen as this was seen
as the most suitable way to assist the re-
searcher to have an ability to pinpoint the
attributes and characteristics of a specific
organizational context. The choice of a case
study also helps the researcher to have a
clear understanding of the real situation,
employee’ attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, cul-
ture values, knowledge, and their reactions
to the privatization. The research data col-
lection was undertaken between the years
2004 and 2005. It used a qualitative form,
involving interviews as the details are pro-
vided in the next section.
Qualitative Data Collection
In this data collection, qualitative in-
terviews were employed. The main round
of interviews was preceded by a pilot
round, involving five interviewees. Four of
these were from inside the organization,
representing operational, management, se-
nior management, and executive levels. The
fifth participant came from outside the
PEA. This participant was chosen to take
part because he or she could identify irrel-
evant questions that required editing. It
could also help to estimate an approximate
time that would be required for each inter-
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view. The pilot interviews were successful
in assisting with a refinement of the pro-
posed interview questions.
Semi-structured interviews were used
with the initial questions developed by
drawing on key terms from the relevant lit-
erature. The aim of this interview was to
encourage the interviewees to explore,
explain, and describe what happened in
their own words without exerting bias and
undue influence. The main interviews were
conducted with the support of twenty
people, again representing the four levels
of positional hierarchy, who were based
across the geographical operations of the
PEA. The interviews were conducted in a
setting where privacy could be assured.
At the beginning, the interviewees were
told of the time required to complete each
interview, a guarantee given of the ano-
nymity, and confidentiality of any informa-
tion, they would provide. With permission
the interviews were audio recorded to en-
able the researcher to concentrate on in-
teractions within each session. This also al-
lowed the researcher to transcribe the in-
terviews to facilitate the coding process.
It was important that the researcher un-
dertook this task because of being familiar
with what transpired within each interview,
so guaranteeing the accuracy of the data.
At this point the services of a native En-
glish speaker were utilized. This was nec-
essary to assist in the translation of the in-
terviews from Thai to English. This work
was undertaken only following the comple-
tion of a confidentiality agreement. To as-
sure that none of the information from the
interviewees would be disclosed to any
third party. This agreement included pro-
tecting the information from copying, re-
cording, or retention after transcription and
translation were performed. Once the data
transcription was completed an adaptation
of thematic coding was then used for analy-
sis.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
This section presents the key findings
that have been identified through in-depth
questioning during the study conducted in
the case study of the PEA. This data is, in
effect, an expansion of the content of the
in-depth interview findings explicated in the
qualitative method. This part consists of
preliminary qualitative findings.
From the time when the PEA had a
privatization agenda since 2001, the pro-
cess has been slow moving as the quotes
below clearly show:
“Sometimes, the process was
stopped suddenly without anyone
knowing any reason because the
government would not tell the
truth.”
“The privatization of the PEA
had been interrupted from time to
time because of many factors.
These factors were the role of gov-
ernment, power, and the influence
of political groups.”
“The privatization process was
often interrupted because of the
role of government, power, and
public concern.”
“We often saw the privatization
process of the organization had
been interrupted because of the
role of government, the influence
of political groups, and  the eco-
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nomic situation. Until we did not
know what was going on about it.”
The study found that most of the time,
the employees received unclear communi-
cation about the privatization. There were
also many unclear viewpoints presented to
them. In addition, during this period, cer-
tain occurrences were glossed over. Dur-
ing each step of the process, there were
sometimes informed sources that impacted
the process. This led some employees to
distrust both the organization and the pro-
cess. The following statements from the
interviews offer support for this:
“What I know was there was
no problem because what we have
been doing   was following orders,
as the bureaucratic system was still
here.”
“We did not receive proper
communication about the
privatization at the PEA.
“What we have been doing was
following orders.”
“However, it depended on in-
formed sources, such as from news,
newspaper, and the talk among col-
leagues. If there were many in-
formed sources, we would see
many things happen.”
“There were informed sources
which caused opposing informa-
tion about the same situation of
privatization.”
This variety of informed sources came
from many communication channels. Some
of them came from news of the talk among
colleagues and items on the news or in
newspapers, instead of receiving the infor-
mation from the privatization change agent,
particularly with the employees at lower
levels of the organization. As the quotes
below clearly show:
“We often talked among col-
leagues about the privatization in-
stead of receiving proper commu-
nication from the change agent of
the privatization. This was because
we were at lower levels of the  or-
ganization.”
“We did not often receive ap-
propriate communication from the
change agent of the privatization.
This was because we were at lower
levels of the organization and the
organization was nationwide with
a huge hierarchy.”
This is one of the problems that stem
from a lack of internal communication that
can cause conflict and opposition against
the PEA privatization. For this reason, hav-
ing proper internal communication helps
the privatization change agent and the gov-
ernment to identify strengths and weak-
nesses in a process of decision making
(Drake et al, 2005). It also helps to meet
the employees needs and satisfy wants
(Burnes, 2004).
As a state-owned enterprise, the PEA
is bureaucratic in structure, as evidenced
by the following statements: “It was bu-
reaucratic with a huge hierarchy” and
“The culture of the organization was the
bureaucracy”. This kind of hierarchal
structure could lead to gridlock and a re-
duction in the efficacy and effectiveness of
internal communication. Additionally, the
privatization change agent was unable to
gain some insight into the organizational
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environment and could not develop a
clearer understanding of this culture. One
cause was the structure of the communi-
cation chain was long. This led the pro-
cess of communication be slow. The dis-
tribution of communication took a length
of time to filter down in the numerous lev-
els below. This caused the organization to
face internal communication problems, as
well as having problems in achieving inter-
nal communication development. Most of
the employees, particularly those at the
lower levels of the organization, had less
chance to communicate properly. They also
had less chance to provide effective feed-
back about what they thought, liked and
disliked. This is because there could be
negative repercussions for doing so, as the
evidences had shown:
“However, we had to follow
what they said. Even if we could
say anything, that would not be
good for us. In fact, we could not
say anything out loud.”
“The communication about the
privatization was lack. Although
there were public hearings but you
knew they were made to have only.
Not thing would be carried on,
eventually.  That was it. This was
the privatization in Thailand. It
privatized our nature resources by
hidden private interests such as
hidden agenda, sale of shares to
business, and send their own
people to work in executive posi-
tions for private interests. You
knew, it happened almost the
privatised SOEs in Thailand.”
As the PEA is a bureaucracy with a
large, complex hierarchy, it has an impact
on employees who receive communica-
tions. The study found that the employees
at higher levels typically had more oppor-
tunities to receive communication than the
employees at lower levels of the PEA. The
study also found that those employees at
higher levels in the PEA were more likely
to receive communication than those work-
ing at lower levels in the organization. This
is because the huge, hierarchical organiza-
tional structure prevented the privatization
change agent and the government from
distributing or sharing information or suit-
able communication, particularly with the
lower levels of the organization. It led to a
lack of lower level employees being in-
volved in the process. In addition, this was
caused by the working environment of a
public sector state-owned enterprise. This
means that an employees of the public sec-
tor state-owned enterprise have to obey
orders which sometimes have an influence
on politicians and groups of power as the
evidence shows:
“As you knew that basically we
had to wait for the government or-
der. We did not have the authority
to make change just as we would
like.”
“The government was the in-
fluence factor in the PEA
privatization.”
“However, the major factors
were the government, politics, and
groups of power.”
The study also found that no one came
to discuss the situation with the employ-
ees. There was also no reasonable expla-
nation for the privatization given to the em-
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ployees to obviate their confusion. In con-
trast, they were ordered to agree to follow
the plan instead. Internal communications
regarding the PEA privatization did not
flow properly. Interruptions and errors fre-
quently occurred. There was limited knowl-
edge of or a lack of understanding of the
employees and their feelings. These were
caused by poor communication internally.
There was no proper communication
technique applied during the course of the
PEA privatization. This led to an impact
on the information. For example, the in-
formation was unclear and so the employ-
ees could not properly understand it. Con-
sequently, there was a misunderstanding
regarding the process. There was no reli-
able source that the employees could re-
ceive impartial information from, thereby
gaining their trust in the privatization strat-
egy.
Moreover, the privatization was prac-
tically reforming the entire organization and
this affected the employees directly. Dur-
ing that time, the study found that the PEA
had to implement privatization to meet the
Thai government’s decision to improve the
organization. However, the organization
was too large; its structure was too deep.
It also had too many branches in regional
areas around the country. These factors
made it extremely difficult to provide suit-
able internal communication at all levels
and in the branches in an efficient manner.
In addition, there were many factors
involved in the privatization process. These
factors came from both inside and outside
the organization. These factors caused the
internal communication of the privatization
process to become inefficient, as well as
ineffective.  Examples of the factors were
the government, politics, and groups of
power, and the employees’ conflict, as the
evidences had shown:
“The government was the ma-
jor factor in the PEA
privatization.”
“However, the major factors
were the government, politics, and
groups of power.”
“The employees’ conflict was
one of the major factors in the PEA
privatization.”
“The conflict of the employees
affected the privatization process.”
Moreover, the privatization change
agent was not keen on providing appro-
priate communication techniques with
good resources to all employees around the
country. Another problem was that most
individuals, including the privatization
change agent, were stuck with the bureau-
cratic system, in which they could give or-
ders to employees without providing ex-
act reasons for these orders. One major
problem is because of the size of the orga-
nization, there were many branches, called
area regions, around the country. This made
it very hard for the privatization change
agent to efficiently provide good commu-
nication to all branches.
Another major problem is a key factor
from outside the organization, particularly
from the government and other political
groups. This influenced the organization
not to provide a good internal communi-
cation system with clear resources to the
employees. The lack of internal communi-
cation could have a huge effect on the
privatization process. If the organization
and in particular, the privatization change
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agent, can apply the concept of internal
marketing and start thinking of their em-
ployees as customers, then the organiza-
tion will be able to implement an appropri-
ate communication techniques (Ahmed and
Rafiq, 1995; Dunmore, 2002). As a result,
their employees or internal customers
should not misunderstand the process of
change. Moreover, the organization should
allow the Marketing Department and the
Human Resources Department to integrate
their strategies to help deal with the pro-
cess effectively. Therefore, to apply appro-
priate internal communication in a form of
internal marketing to the privatization pro-
cess can help the organization to create
positive perspectives for the employees
towards the process of change and can
motivate the employees to help the orga-
nization privatizes effectively (Dunmore,
2002; Kinicki et al., 1992; Keene, 2000;
Ahmed and Rafiq, 2000).
Finally, in order to focus on the aspects
of internal communication, it helped that
the privatization change agent distributed
better and more appropriate information
throughout the nationwide organizational
system (Kinicki et al., 1992; Kitchen and
Daly, 2002). From this, the employees
could develop knowledge and create new
mind-sets to go along with the privatization
process. In addition, it also provided a
chance for the privatization change agent
to deal with many unexpected and uncer-
tain factors concerning the employees
(Drake et al., 2005). These factors included
attitudes, beliefs, and cultural values. As a
result, these factors could not be accurately
predicted. Likewise, it was essential that
the privatization change agent must under-
stand the attitudes, beliefs, knowledge, and
mind-sets of the employees to generate 
new perceptions.
CONCLUSION
Since 1999, the Thai government has 
decided to privatize some wealthy state-
owned enterprises (SOEs) in order to im-
prove their capabilities (PEA, 2005). The 
government also wanted to enable them to 
provide better service to the Thai popula-
tion (PEA, 2005). In implementation of the 
privatization program, the Thai govern-
ment and the change agent of privatization 
have failed to address the concerns of Thai 
people particularly the fears and insecuri-
ties (Smith, 2003). Fears and insecurity are 
significant factors due to the deleterious 
consequences on the organization’s prof-
its, benefits, productivity, and performance 
of the organization (Appelbaum et al., 
1998; Altrista and Arrowsmith, 2004; 
Burnes, 2005).
The Provincial Electricity Authority 
(PEA) is one of the wealthy SOEs that have 
had to administer change processes to 
achieve the goals of the privatization pro-
gram (PEA, 2005). There has been a de-
mand for more effective internal commu-
nication techniques and clarification of the 
methods undertaken. Specific details, 
plans, and potential solutions for 
privatization have not been transparent. 
This failure is due in part to ineffective 
management of information leading to in-
ternal communication breakdown.
The application of the concept of in-
ternal marketing in regard to internal com-
munication can positively support the un-
derstanding of stakeholders. It can encour-
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age at the motivational level, improve the 
attitudes and knowledge of managers and 
employees towards the privatization pro-
cess (Burnes, 2004). With significant char-
acteristic of internal communication that 
help privatization change agents develop 
better understanding with stakeholders, 
particular with employees. It helps to re-
duce contradictory information about the 
same situation of privatization. It also pro-
tects against people who will use informa-
tion about privatization as a political tool.
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